The Superpowers and the Middle East
had put his foot down on any military action. As he stated on 12
October 1956: "American motives, purposes and policies were for-
mulated at the beginning of this thing. We sat down and as we
were determined to pursue a course that would not lead to war,
we were certain a negotiation could settle this problem".68
The unequivocal position thus assumed by the United States at
the very outset reflected her comparative independence of the Suez
Canal, and her preference for negotiation arising from her reali-
zation of the damage that would be done to Western interests if
hostilities against Egypt were started by Britain and France.
Throughout the troubled weeks that followed Nasser's action of
nationalizing the Suez Canal, the primary American objective ap-
peared to be that of preventing the conflict from degenerating into
armed hostilities. The London Daily Telegraph complained that
the United States in attempting to play the middleman had "shirk-
ed risks inherent in her loyalty to her allies and her leadership
of the West", and called upon her to "refrain from blowing now
hot, now cold,** in matters that concerned the very existence of
the British people.69 What particularly irritated the British and the
French was Washington's seeming indifference to their views re-
garding their dispute. Dulles had "indicated by his actions that
he did not believe that the vital interests of the United States were
involved" at Suez. The United States was more concerned about
the control of the Middle East oil fields, and it was not so much
the possible loss of the Canal which perturbed her (and the U.S.
oil companies in the Middle East), but the loss of oil itself. Pipe-
lines and installations could be blown up and company personnel
massacred. Dulles* predicament was that the Middle East crisis
had come in the midst of a presidential election and was a source
of tremendous embarrassment to him. As a matter of fact with
his eyes on the election, Dulles tried frantically to dissuade the
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